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REMARKS 

As a matter of review, Qaims 9 - 15, 27 - 41» and 43 are withdrawa frtm consideration. 
Claims 21-22 stand cancelled without prejudice. Applicants have elected with traverse to 
prosecute the Qaims of Group I (i.e.; Claims 1 - 8, 1 6 - 26, and 42). Page 5 of the OfBce Action 
indicates that Qaims ^ and 26 are objected to but would be allowable if rewritten in indq^endent 
form including all of the limitations of die base claim and intervening claims. 

As a matter of note, the Office Action indicates on page 2, that claim 38 is directed to the kit 
of non-elected Group II and has been withdrawn from consideration. The OfiSce Action ftrfher 
indicates that the dependency from Claim 5 is beheved to be a typographical error. Applicants 
agree that the dependency finom Claim 5 is a typographical error and wi^ to thank the Examiner for 
pointing this out. Claims 1,16, 20, and 24 have been amended to more particularly define 
Applicants' invention. 

3§U,S,C§10^Rei^p^jifflS 

Claims 1 - 4, 6, 24. and 42 stand rejected imder 35 U,S,a §102(b) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. 3,029,852 issued to Taylor (hereinafter "Taylor") for the reasons of record stated <m p^s 2 
and 3 of tiie Office Actiwi, Applicants respectfully traverse tiiis rejection, 

Taylor teaches a bag, container, or receptacle for holding articles comprising a generally 
rectangular sheet having a series of pockets of narrower width disposed lengthwise centrally thereof 
so that the sides of the sheet can be folded over the pockets and the ends of die device can be 
brought together to form a compact package for transportation or storage. 

Claims I - 4, 6, 24, and 42 of the instance invention all require inter alia that ibs flexible 
wrap container include at least one strap and a first festening device attached to the stra^ for 
securing the wrap container fai a roll-like shape. Unlike Applicants' present invention, Taylor does 
not teach or suggest either expressly or inherently a flexible wrap container which includes at least 
one strap and a first fastening device attached to the strap for securing the wrap container in a roll- 
like shape. Furthermore, Taylor does not teach or suggest either expressly or inherently a wrap 
container used to hold fabric during laundering in a washing machine. Hence, Claims 1 - 4, 6> 24, 
and 42 are not antidpaied by Taylor. Appli<ants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider 
and withdraw this rejection. 

Claims 20 stands rejected under 35 U,S,C, §l02(b) as being unpatentable over U.S, 4,662,517 
issued to Wirth (hereinafter "Wirth") for the reasons of record stated on page 3 of the OfBce 
Action, ^licants traverse this rejection. Wirth teaches a rappel rope d^loyment bag having side 
margins wherdn each side margin consists of a single elongated flexible strip member secured to 
the side margin wherein the strip members define attaching loops spaced along side margins, [See 
Wirth, column 3, lines 1 - 9 and Figures 2 and 3]. 
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Wirth does not teach or suggest either inherently or expressly a fence comprising a phirality 
of loops attached to a flexible side panel wherein the loops on each fence are formed into a plurality 
of rows. Nor docs Wirth teach or suggest either expressly or inherently a wrap container used to 
hold fabric during laundering in a washing machine. Hence, as Qaim 20 is not anticipated by 
Wirth, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 

aaims 1 - 5, 24, and 42 stand rejected mider 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. 6^3,367 issued to French et al, (hereinafter "French'*) for the reasons of record stated on. 
pages 3 and 4 of the Office Action, 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rcrjection. French teaches a stadium blanket and a 
separate storage bag for the stadium blanket Though they may be connected to one another, the 
storage bag and stadium blanket of French are two separate components. [See French, column 2^ 
lines 31 - 65. Also see Figures 1 - 8], 

Applicants invention is comprised of a flexible wrap container. French does not teach or 
surest either expressly or inherently Aj^Ucants' flexible wrap container. Furthennore, TaylcM- 
does not teach or suggest either expressly or inherently a wrap container used to hold febric during 
laundering in a washing machine, Hence^ as Claiirs 1 - 5, 24, and 42 are not anticipated by French, 
Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

35 11S.C. S103 Relections 

Claims 7 and 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tajlor or 
French for the reasons of record stated at page 4 of the OflBce Action. The Office Action indicates 
that Tayl w and French "eacA disclose the clamed invention except for the flexible panel being 
constructed from a material selected from the gr<nq> consisting of woven pofyestet, iwoven nylon, or 
a combination thereof" The Office Action furtiier indicates that *^it would fuxve been obvious to 
one of ordinary skiU... to use material selected fivm the group consisting of woven polyester, woven 
nylon, or a combinaUon thereof to construct the flexible panel of Taylor or French since it would be 
within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its 
suitablility for the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice". 

Applicants respectfully traverse this r^ection on the basis that a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met 'To meet a prima facie case of obviousness, three basis mteria must 
be met. First there must be some suggestion or motivation cither in the references themselvK or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. Second, ihere must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, 
the prior art references must teach or suggest all the claim limitations/* [MPEP 2143] 

The Office Action points to no suggestion in Taylor or French to utilize the specific materials 
claimed by Applicants. Additionally, Applicants traverse this rcrjection on the basis that in order to 
support an obviousness rqection, *the initial burden is on the Examiner to provide some suggestion 
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of the desirability of doing what the inventor has done. Neither Taylor nor Froich provide this, 
Herrce, as Claims 7 and 25 are unobvious in view of Taylor or French, Applicantfi respectfWly 
request that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Oaims 16-18 stand rejected undo- 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over DE 
2,547^88 issued to Geysel (hereinafter "Qeysel'*) for the reasons of record stated at pages 4 and 5 
of the Office Action. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. Geysel relates to a laundry transport bag for 
"self-emntvinsi *^ in a drum-type washing machine. [See Qaim 1 and page 2 of Geysel], Page 7 of 
the Office Action indicates that "the Examiner finds no expHcit statement in Geysel that a fastening 
device is neither provided nor desired on the strap As the E?taminer indicates Geysel does not 
leach or suggest a &stcning device. Fui&ennore, there is no suggestion or motivation in Ge}^! to 
do what Applicants have done. In feet, Geysel teaches away from the preset invention as one of 
the requirements of Geysel is that the laundry transport bag self-open and empty in the washing 
machine. This is the opposite of the present invention wherein the flexible wrap container of the 
IMcscnt invention holds the fabric during the launderitvg iwcess. *1f the proposed modification 
would render the prior art reference being modified unsatis&ctory for its intended purpose, then 
there is no suggestion or motivation to make the proposed modificaticai." [MPEP 2143.01] Adding 
the fastening device of the present invention to Geysel, would prevent Geysel from being self- 
<q)ening in the laundry. Hence, the obviousness rejection of Claims 16-18 of the instant are 
unobvious over GeyseL Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 

Claims 16-19 stand rejected under 35 U,S,C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MacConnack et al, O^ereinafter ^MacCormack") for the reas<»is of record stated at pages 7 - 8 of 
the Office Action. Applicants respectflilly traverse this rqection. MacCormack does not teach or 
suggest a fastening device, 'The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the 
reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior art, not in Applicant*s 
disclosure." In order to support an obviousness rejection, 'the initial butxlen is <»i the Examiner to 
provide some suggestion of the desirability of doing what the inventw has d<we". [MPEP 2143.01] 
There is no such teaching in MacCormack. Hence, Claims 16 - 19 are unobvious in view of 
MacComiack. Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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SUMMARY 

This RCE is responsive to the final Office Action of April 20. 2004. All fees associated with 
this should be charged to Deposit Account No.: 16-2485, A$ the rejections have been overcome, 
Applicants respectfiJly request that flie rcrjcctions be reeoosidered and wiAdrawn and the Oaims of 
this application allowed. 



Dated: Jiilv2Q. 2004 
Customer Nimaber: 27752 



Respect&lly submitted. 
FOR: CURRY ETAL.; 



Mid A. Clazer 
AMrney for Af^licants 
Registiatiwi No, 41J83 
(513)627-4132 



12 



PAGE14/14*RCVDAT7/20l20()46:13:37PM[Eastem[)^^^^^ p 



